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U nit4d States D'epartment of the: In1'

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Sacramentp Fish and Wildlife Office'
2800 Cottage Way, Room W.2605
Sacramento, California 95825.1846

JJ:J. reply refer to:
FWS/EC-OS':O38

Robert Schneider, Chainnan
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Region. .

11020 Sun Center Drive, #200 .
Rancho Cordova, Ca1ifo~a 95670

Dear Mr. Schneider:

In April 2005, the Cen1ral Valley Reg~o~ Water Quality Con1rol Boar~ (R\tQCB) received a
letter fFOro. the Yolo C°':lnty Board of Supervisors, commenting o:i11he RWQ~~' s Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Mercury in Cache Creek, Bear Creek an4 ~arley Gulch.A~ched to this letter was a report by Dr. Darrell Slatton, titled AnaZysik ofTMDL Mercury .

Crit~rion C(Jlculations for Cache Creek Fish and Water, in wQich the ~etho~,oJogy and resulting
water quality 0 bj ectives of the R WQCB' s .TMDL were reviewed. Dr. ~lotto~ drew s,everal -

conclusions from his an~ysis of the TMDL's specific criteJ:ion calculations foJ:':fish tissue and
water) essentially concluding that the water quality objectives for merc~ in ~~h tissue and water
presented in the :R WQ~B,' s ;r~conlm,e~ded; a1t~~tive w~{e unnecess~'y, ~~g~nt. With regard
to th,e T:MDL's targets for the protection ofWlldhfe, which are the basIS ofthb recommended
alternative arid are the focus of our letter today, Dr. Slatton stated that *obiek~ were' foUnd in
'the calcruations :of protective mercurY lev~ls in the prey of bald eagles fd pe~eWine falcons. In
summary, Dr. Slatton concluded that "'."' the proposed fish criterion concentr~~tions for the .
prote9tion ofhuinan' and wildlife health ar:e substantially 1 the intent of the
EPANational Criterion 'for mercUry." .

As you,:!nfiybe aw~, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) I ~nto Fish and
Wildlife Office ~s con~acted by the U. S; Environmental Protection A!genc~~ cf-P A) to evaluate
its ,Clean Water Act Section 304(a) hUIn~ health criterion for methylm~c~, what Dr. Slotton
calls fue EP A National Criterion. You may also be aware that, as part qf that same contract) the
Service was tasked with evaluating the ~l~life target~ prese~ted in th~WCICB' s draft Cache
Creek TMDL. ror ,the ~:lnnan health cnteJ;lon 'evaluation, ansk assess ent rl~.thodology W'a:S
developed by an interagency team of Serv~ce and EP A scientists.. :A e:r if~ed version of '

this methodology was used by the RWQCB to de~elop its draft TMD~ F-dl~fei targets, and then
we used this re~ed methodology in our evaluation of those draft. targets. Our evaluation
provided revised wild1if~targets, which were the basis of the RWQCB'is c~ently proposed
recommended alternative. : .I 1
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The general methodology developed for the human health criterion eva1~tio* has recently (April
2005) been independently peer reviewed for the EP A by four well respe~ted ~ercury scientists.
As part of the peer review charge, re;viewe:rs were also asked to considd; the refinements made to
~e methodology for the'Cache Creek TMDL. All four peer reviews weFe hi~Y.favorable. with
some relatively minor concerns, both of th~ general methodology and ~e Ca~he Creek
refinements. : !

i I
We provide all this background as support~g infonnation for our reconlunenda~on to retajn ~e
Cache Creek TMDL wildlife targets presented in the R WQCB' s rec'oIriIhend~d :alternative. We
have reviewed both Dr. Slotton's analysis and the RWQCB staffrespo~e, ~d concluded that
Dr. Slotton's aniIlysis does not support ch~g the proposed wildlife ~get~. We do agree that
application of the methodology would proyide a more accurate risk as~~ssme~t if sufficient
monitoring were performe;din the watershed to better characterize conc~ntraqon relationships'
between aquatic trophic levels, between tissues of aquatic prey and.terr~StriaIl consumers, and to
provide a more definitive dietary composition for the bald ~agles for~g in the Cache Creek
watershed. However, it ,is important ro not.e that 'more accurate' does ~bt ne4e$sarily equal 'less
stringent.' Data' gathered in an adequate monitoring plan could indicat~ that the appropriate
wil~life tai~ets roay ~eed to. be .higher: or l?wer than what th~ R WQ~B fs c~e~tly proposing.,
Until such tIme as this momtorJng can be ~onducted, we bel1.eve the inf~rmatlon used by the
RWQCB in its ~alc:u1ations is the most re4able and scientifically sound~ !:

The R WQCB staff have don~ an excellenijob with the Cache Creek ~L, !and the Service
conc~s with and suppo~s the propos'ed wildlife targets.' .Should you ~\re ant questions about
this letter, please contact either Tom Maur.er or Daniel Russell of my st4ff at (9~6) 414-6590.

cc: .

Diane Fleck, U.S. EnVironmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, C~"). ':
Jams Cooke, Central Valley Regional Water QualitY Control Board, Rancho ~~rdova, CA




